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September 22, 1961 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 


SUBJECT: Plan for Mili tary Intervention in Laos 


This memorandum (a) comments on the plan which is to be 
discussed at the meeting this ^efternoon, and (b) raises a number of 
questions about subjects that are not covered by the present plan. 

f 

I. The Plan Itself 

In comments below I have identified several paragraphs, which 
Cottrell has identified for me, on which there appear to be differences 
of view between State and Defense. At the meeting this afternoon 
these differences, where thejji aresignificant, should not be brushed 
under the rug; they should be^aebated before the President. 

1. Page 1, par. 2 : State would delete this paragraph on the 
grounds that it just will not be bought (by the President and probably 
also not by the Secretary). I know that you may consider that the plan 
could be initiated under the circumstance described here if we first 
made the case against Hanoi. I raised a similar point (no one else did) 
during the last go-around at the meeting of the Task Force which 
Ambassador Harriman attended. Harriman said in response that we 
simply would not be able to convince other countries that our case 
against Hanoi was good enough to justify intervention in the absence of 
a break in the cease-fire. 

Unless the DRV does intervene much more massively and 
overtly than at present (or Jorden's material turns out to be much 
better than I believe it will be), I am inclined to agree that you can't 
build a strong enough political case to justify intervention under this 
circumstance. (This does not, of course, gainsay the value of making 
the case against the DRV under other circumstances or for other 
purposes. ) There is, however, the further question as to whether we 
should be prepared to intervene despite the lack of an adequate political 
basis and accept the political consequences. 
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2. Page 3, unnumbered paragraph following subpar. c: JCS 

wouLd delete the phrase which I have bracketed. They don't want to 
be restricted in this fashion. I am with State on this one. I would 
like to go further and add "ofT the reconquest of North Viet Nam' 
following "all of Laos" although I think that this is implicit in the 
paragraph. I believe that it is particularly important that^ilwe take 
or threaten military action against the DRV, it is e Iff c n make 

cLear that we have no idea of reconquering that country. Otherwise 
we shall increase greatly the likelihood. that the scope of hostilities 
will broaden to our detriment. 

/ 

3 . Bottom of page 3; DoD will probably come in with a fifth 
paragraph to cover the Med^s. I don't know what it will say. 

4. Pa ge 4, "Areas of Military Action", par. 3 : State's 
proposed deletion here should be acceptable to the military because 
it would broaden the scope of the military operation within Laos. It 
seems to me that the present language is unduly restrictive though 
ideally I would like to see a rather specific definition of the areas 
now held by enemy forces into which we would move in Phase 1 of 

SEATO 5. 

5 . Pages 4-5, par. 4: State would add "and failure of any 
satisfactory UN arrangements" at the end of the first line. The 
military will probably consider this unduly restrictive. I think it is 
a bit vague. I believe that when this paper is presented to the 
President he should be given a very clear picture of the extent to 
which the expanded Plan 5 concept has been accepted by the countries 

concerned 


to get required international concurrences? 


j How dp we plan 


6. Page 8, par. 2-b : This estimate of enemy reaction is 

very broadly and loosely stated. It is conceivable, though somewhat 
unlikely, that a SEATO movement into the Mekong Valley alone would 
produce only a political and diplomatic counter -campaign. It is 
highly unlikely that implementation of an expanded Plan 5 would pro- 
duce such a limited reaction^ 

7. Annex A: These force estimates for South Viet Nam and 
the Philippines reflect more realistic expectations with respect to 
their contributions than estimates in our last go-around (reduced 
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from 5000 to 2700 and from 1000 to 200 respectively)* I 

i 

i 

i 


[ The U. S. contribution on the ground in Laos has been upped 

from 4000 to 5500, and support and reserve troops in Thailand, from 
8700 to 11,000. The estimated over -all initial requirement has been 
reduced from 33, 000 to 25, 700. Why? 

II. Other Measures to Strengthen the Non-Communist Position in Lac 

/ 

The most series weakness of the report is, of course, the fac 
that it does not cover other measures that might be taken to strengthei 
the non- Communist position. Such measures are essential if we are 
going to hold at least the real estate we now hold against creeping 
aggression in the absence of any break in the cease-fire. But most of 
them would also be important supplementary measures in anticipation 
of resumption of hostilities. I have listed these proposals in the form 
of questions below. 

1. Where do we stand on the encadremcnt of the FAL? I 
understand that, though this action was approved by the President, 
implementation has been slow because of some continuing controversy 
within the U. S. military. (I hope to get some cables on this today. ) 


• \ 

2. Wouldn’t it also be desirable to encadre the logistics 
organization as General Craig's team seemed to suggest? (i. e. , a 
"U. S. -directed" logistics system down to battalion level). 

3. Should we not recommend approval of General Craig's 
proposal that we get really tough with Phoumi on the question of 
effective leadership for the FAL? 
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4. What about Craig's recommendation that we take action 
now so we will be prepared .later to provide Phoumi with tactical air 

support ? 

5. Have we given up entirely on the concept of a gradual 

introduction of Vietnamese para-military units Into 

southern Laos to prevent further deterioration there (in the event 
that there is no break in the cease-fire but instead a continuing 
ambiguous situation) ? If not, isn't thi/j something that needs most 

urgent attention? 

6. When should we get going on a Mekong River Patrol as 
suggested in the last paper Stat^ presented to the President? 

/ 

7. What has happened to planning for a proposed SEATO 
military exercise in Thailand and the concept that a "command and 
communication shell" be left behind at the end of the exercise? (This 
proposal was in the last State paper that went to the President. The 
Secretary suggested in the meeting with the President that action on 

it be temporarily withheld. At the Task Force meeting following up on 
the meeting with the President it was agreed that DoD would, however, 
develop a plan for such an exercise which could be considered by the 
President the next time he dealt with SEA. ) 

8. Is there additional road and air strip building that we 
should be doing in Laos (or in Viet Nam and Thailand to help deal with 

the situation in Laos) ? 

9. What can be done to protect the Thai and Vietnamese 
borders with Laos on the Thai and Vietnamese sides of those borders 

in. Other Political Actions 

1. We seem to be concentrating on the question of the composi 
tion of the government in Addis' follow-up discussions with Souvanna. 
But Souvanna 's views on the reconstitution of Lao armed forces, on 
elections, and on the ICC left something to be desired. Are we going 
to accept those views ? Or do we now take all these subjects up with 
Khrushchev? Or do we try to make progress through a meeting of t e 

Princes? 

2. What is the view of State and Defense with respect to the j 
possibilit^nd desirability of a negotiated split as recommended byf 

Nolting ? 
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|I am inclined to the view that you 
would have to have a situation of de facto partition for sometime 
before a de jure partition could be arranged, ) 

3. How is the case against North Viet Nam which Jorden is 
developing going to be related to political and military contingency 
planning? (See my draft of a memo to Alexis Johnson of September 
18 for list of contingencies that might be covered in this planning. ) 
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